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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Application Number 10/029,735 received on 30 
December 2005. 

2. Claims 1 , 6, 9, 26, 28, 29, 31-34, and 38 are presented for examination. 

Remarks 

3. Applicant's arguments filed on 30 December 2005 have been carefully 
considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. Applicant has not provided any 
arguments regarding the 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph rejection of claim 6. Claim 6 
has not been amended to cure the enablement issues and therefore, the rejection is 
maintained. 

Examiner would like to point out that any amendments made to the claims 
require certain identifiers, for example, currently amended claim 29 contains 
amendments that have not been identified by underlining the changes (i.e. "a subset of 
and "a"), which normally results in a Non-Responsive. 

Applicant's amendments to the claims and arguments are addressed below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
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described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

The Specification recites, "The component programs present on each node are 
only concerned with taking the data presented by the controller programs on their 
input ports, processing the data and writing the results to their output ports. The 
controller programs provide an infrastructure for the component programs to 
interact with each other..." (see Specification, page 9 lines 30-34). 

Claim 6 recites, "The system as recited in claim 1 wherein the component 
programs are adaptors for communicating with external applications that are not 
installed within the system". 

In short, claim 6 states the component programs performing the communication 
with each other. However, the Specification states that the component programs are 
only in communication with the controller programs which handle communication 
between different systems. 

Examiner's understanding of the intended invention is that the complexity of the 
component programs is reduced due to the fact that they do not handle the 
communication process between component programs. This raises questions of 
enablement to Examiner and further explanation is required. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claims 1 , 26 recite the limitation (or one similar to it) "in which the distributed 
application is composed externally". It is vague and unclear to Examiner as to what the 
distributed application is external to, with respect to what element. The claim currently 
reads as externally to anything and therefore has little patentable weight. 

6. Claim 1 recites the limitation "said component program" in line 2 of limitation a. 
Claim 1 also recites "the component program" in lines 3-4 of limitation c. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for these limitations in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 6, 9, 26, 28, 29, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ciscon et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,634,010). 

7. Regarding claims 1 and 26, Ciscon disclosed a system for developing distributed 
applications over a network of computing units, the system comprising: 

a. a plurality of component programs installed over the network of computing 
units to create the distributed application, wherein said component program receives 
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data presented at its input ports, processes said data and writes the results to its output 
ports (Ciscon, col. 2, lines 31-45); 

b. a plurality of data stores on one or more of the computing units in which the 
distributed application is composed externally by specifying the component programs 
that make up the application, the communication routes between the component 
programs, and the nodes on which the component programs are to run (Ciscon, col. 2, 
lines 45-65, col. 1 1 , lines 5-25); and 

c. multiple controller programs running on multiple computing units in the network 
for transmitting data to said input ports of the component program and receiving data 
from said output ports of the component programs and for transmitting and receiving 
data with controller programs and disseminating said routing information to other 
controller programs (Ciscon, col. 2, lines 45-60). 

Claims 26 and 39 include limitations that are substantially similar to those of claim 1 , 
and are therefore rejected under the same prior art as claim 1 . 

8. Regarding claim 6, Ciscon disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 1 , including wherein the component programs are adaptors for 
communicating with external applications that are not installed within the system 
(Ciscon, col. 3, lines 5-10). 
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9. Regarding claim 9, Ciscon disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 1 , including wherein the data store can be replicated for high 
availability on a multiplicity of computing units (Ciscon, col. 2, lines 57-62). 



10. Regarding claim 28, Ciscon disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 26, including wherein the registering comprises: 

installing component programs on the computing units; 

specifying the external resources required by the component programs; 

specifying the input and output channels of the component programs; and 

making the component programs accessible to said computing units (Ciscon, col. 
2, lines 45 through col. 3, line 20, Ciscon disclosed that the local router processes 
acting as an interface between application processes and other routers, each router 
having a connection table which maintains a list of the child processes connected to the 
local router, the application processes installed on computers throughout the network, 
therefore the application processes must be installed, the local routers keeping track of 
the connections, therefore specifying external resources and providing routes, making 
the application processes accessible). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 29, Ciscon disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 26, including wherein composing the distributed application 
comprises the steps of: 
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choosing a subset of component programs from a set of component programs 
adding and specifying the routes between the component programs; 
specifying the computing unit on which the component program is to be run; 
defining run time attributes of the component programs 
defining various attributes of the routes; and 

storing the composed distributed application in a data store (Ciscon, col. 2, lines 
45 through col. 3, line 20, Ciscon disclosed that the local router processes acting as an 
interface between application processes and other routers, each router having a 
connection table which maintains a list of the child processes connected to the local 
router, the application processes installed on computers throughout the network, and an 
interest table that lists the interests of it child processes as well as the interests of the 
other local routers, the routers therefore having a subset of component programs as 
well as the routes, and attributes of the routes). 

12. Regarding claim 31, Ciscon disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 29, including wherein the defining attributes of the routes comprises 
defining the route type as peer-to-peer (Ciscon, col. 14, lines 15-40). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 1 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art in the Background of Applicant's Specification, hereinafter 
referred to by APA. 

13. Regarding claims 1 and 26, APA disclosed a system for developing distributed 
applications over a network of computing units, the system comprising: 

a. a plurality of component programs installed over the network of computing 
units to create the distributed application, wherein said component program receives 
data presented at its input ports, processes said data and writes the results to its output 
ports (APA, page 1, lines 18-25, page 2, lines 4-12, APA disclosed a single large 
program split into separate programs that worked together to perform the assigned task, 
the programs spread across hardware and software systems); 

b. a plurality of data stores on one or more of the computing units in which the 
distributed application is composed externally by specifying the component programs 
that make up the application, the communication routes between the component 
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programs, and the nodes on which the component programs are to run (APA, page 2, 
lines 18-35, page 3, lines 10-14, 20-25, APA states that the routes and workflow are 
stored within the memory of the system); and 

c. multiple controller programs running on multiple computing units in the network 
for transmitting data to said input ports of the component program and receiving data 
from said output ports of the component programs and for transmitting and receiving 
data with controller programs and disseminating said routing information to other 
controller programs (APA, page 3, lines 10-20, APA disclosed the workflow and data 
routes within the application code itself while integrating with different applications, 
therefore the controller programs combined with the component programs). 

14. Claims 32-34, and 38 include limitations that are substantially similar to those of 
claims 1, 6, 9, 26, 28-31 and are therefore rejected under the same prior art used in the 
rejections of claims 1, 6, 9, 26, 28-31 as being substantially similar. 



Response to Amendment 

15. Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 30 December 2005 have been 
carefully considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. Applicant's arguments 
are deemed moot in view of the following new grounds of rejection as explained here 
below, necessitated by Applicant's substantial amendment (i.e., by incorporating new 
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limitations into the independent claims, which will require further search and 
consideration) to the claims which significantly affected the scope thereof. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 6, 9, 26, 28, 29, 31-34, and 38 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant states, "Claim 1a has been amended to include the definition of the 
component program" in which "the component program... only receives, processes and 
transmits data." Applicant argues that the component program "is not burdened with 
routing intelligence" and states that this is a "significant method step difference over 
Ciscon" [see Applicant's Response, page 8, last paragraph]. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. The claim language does not distinguish over 
the prior art because the claim language does not only require the limitations of the 
claim. The claim language does not exclude the component program from having 
addressing and routing information." Therefore, in response to applicant's argument 
that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that 
the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., " only receives, processes and transmits") 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 



Applicant argues that Ciscon does not disclose a data store created externally 
[see Applicant's Response, page 9, third paragraph]. As shown in the above rejection, 
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it is unclear as to what is meant by the term "externally" in the claim, for instance, 
"external with respect to what?", and therefore has little patentable weight. 

Regarding the third limitation of claim 1, Applicant argues, "Ciscon et al. does not 
disclose an element of similar structure or functionality in its system." Examiner 
respectfully disagrees, as explained in the provided rejection. 

Applicant argues that "applications" discussed in Applicant's Admitted Prior Art 
are not equivalent to the component programs of claim 1 [see Applicant's Response, 
page 1 1 , paragraphs 1-2]. Examiner respectfully disagrees, and Applicant is referred to 
the reasons as stated above, involving the term "only". 

Thus, Applicant's arguments drawn toward distinction of the claimed invention 
and the prior art teachings on this point are not considered persuasive. It is also clear 
to the Examiner that Ciscon clearly disclosed the independent claims of the Applicant's 
claimed invention. 

Furthermore, as it is Applicant's right to continue to claim as broadly as possible 
their invention, it is also the Examiner's right to continue to interpret the claim language 
as broadly as possible. It is the Examiner's position that the detailed functionality that 
allows for Applicant's invention to overcome the prior art used in the rejection, fails to 
differentiate in detail how these features are unique. By the rejection above, the 
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applicant must submit amendments to the claims in order to distinguish over the prior 
art use in the rejection that discloses different features of Applicant's claimed invention. 

It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. 

Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly define the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 
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In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




J. B. D. 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
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